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ABSTRACT . . • 

A study was conducted- at Milwaqkee Are'«\. Te<:hnical 
College to determine if a relationship could be established between 

V. i*provet»ent in speaking and listening intelligibility and the 

delib'erate structuring of a-semiformal atmosphere in communication 
classes. Students with ACT composite scores below 13 were offered 
courses specially designed to^ remedy their linguistic and 
mathematical problems. In the' fall " semesters of 1971*72 and 1972-73, 
students in two qf^these communic.ation skills sections were tested 
with a Speech and l^istening Intelligibility exam.* The two control 
groups engaged in formal classroom activities, while the eKperlmental 
groups met in an informal class setting where, there was an 
opportunity fo^r them to become acquainted with one another. In the 
posttesting situation, usin^ the s^me exam, the experimental group ^ 

\ studfe\its spoke clearly and with confidence. They, seemed to have a 
rapport with one another that was* not evident in the control group. 
In general, experimental group students exhibited a marked increase 
in both listening %nd speaking scorels during the semester, while 
control group students ' exhibited a decrease in scores. Statistical 
data, are included. (TO) ' " " 
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• Effective Use of Communigations Grt>up Sessions on 
Speech and Listening In^lligibility at Milwaultee . ' 

Area Technical Colle'ge . . " • • 

Mariann Maris . ; T . . JESLCOPlT. flVAIUl5LE[84 

[ Mrs. Maris reports of a study to determine if a rehi- 

tionship can be ^established betwee>yimprovement in * . 

. , speaking and listening intdligibility an4.the deliberate 

* structuring of a semj-fermaiatmosphire^in communi- 
cations classes. Sfie also discusses the psychological * 
effects of a semi-fonpal atmosphere on students. 

Determining Film Art ^ ' * * • is^ 

Roger BuUis.. ...^ , • • 

Mr. BuHif discusses the criteria by which fdms can 
and should be analyzed as art* He pro^des a tfian- 
^ gular model of Theme- Form-Con tent and concludes 
that if a synthesis of the triangle occurs to (^ny great 
eo^tentf the film is art. •/ V * * . 

• Film: The Art of Our Century * ^vi'^'^ 

Toby Goldberg ^vs. . .^^ . .1 /.;102 

Prof Goldberg argues that aft W a necessary ingre^ ^/T' 
dient of human activity, that t/ie drt of film has 
^ :\ become an increasinj^ly significant feature of oUt lives, 

and that film, m^rdfests the'.Unit^f rfkdn with fciy . 
increasingly technmogical world.^ i; 

Second Stage Symbolistn ' ) ' * . 

Wallace Buchholz : . . .\ . . i I J_ ,\ 107 

Afr. Buchholz explains the semantic nature dnd scope • 
of the ** second stage symbol" and discusses how de- o 
velopment of the art of using secQnd sta%e symbols is « • 
a way of preserving and, manifesting our humaneness/ - v . 

Prohibition, A National Eite of IPassage * * , ^ . " " 
William G. Kelley " ^. . . Ill 

Prof Kelley examines the propaganda of the prohibi- \ 
tion movement of the i 920's and discusses ihe toU of - 
, . propaganda in periods of sbcial^change. His article ' i 

loc(^tes a place for. propaganda iri a cultural context. . ^ 

Innovations and Observations. 

Speak Oii^\ V * • ' ^ 

. ^Harriet Borger » . . J < . . \ . / lis 

•\ . Mrs. Borger argt^es' that **getttng as many boys and i'S^' 

girls (Us possible oii the stage*" is not *'all there is'' 
nor a}l there sHould be to a good high school theatre 
arts j^rogram. She urges teachers to strive for art dc- \ 
' yedxted, first rate tkeatre arts program^ in thgir high \ 

schools, ^ , • • . a. ' 
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M«riann Marls . ' BEST COPY AVAIWBLE 

Backg r oun d / ' . ( ^ 

A "Crossover" Communication Skills I program as Initiated at Milwaukee 
Area Technical College for the flri>,t tlino In the first semester Of the I9 7I-72* 
school year. Students are placed In the Grpssover coi^irses If tholr composite 
score on the ACT Is lower-thart thjrteoh. Courses offerord to these students a^e 
English (Communication Skills) / Reading, Speech , ,MaLhoiY\ati^rs , or .Psychology , 
All the courses are deslgnc^d to remedy certain l(i\guUt5c and*^mathemfitlcal. 
problem^ which rdaullod In a low ACT scored Studcmts who successfully com- 
lete the courses In the Crossover prckjram can enroll In "non-^-Croseover" or 
n-rcmedlal programs at M,A,T,C", if they wish to return for another Semester, 
hey receive full credit for tholr Orossover program coursps if. they pass tl^e 
oburso with a "C" or hlgher4 • .' ' , ' 



Scopq ' > , ' ' ' N 

In the first semei^tor of the I97l~72 school^ year and again In the first semes- 
ter of Jhe 19*72-73 school yoor, two Communication ^kllls I sections vvcre. tested , 
with a Spoenh and Listening Intelligibility Examlnc\^on, which arc presented In 
two forms, A and B, Torm B was administered. In .September, 1971 and In Septem- 
ber, 1972} Form A in early January, 1972 and HJTjfe, The test, which mea^tes 
the accuracy of one's speaking 'ond listening abrnties"*, was' designed by Terrence 
Adariis, Doan of M,A;T,C. College of the Air. ffhe nonpubllshed tes^t has been 
the object of experimentation and the test when conducted by Mr, Adams at 
M,A,T,C. hos p^rovon'to bo a useful tool to rellabfy measure a sjtudent's ability 
to exhibit fupdamental speaking and listening skills, A student fnust be cible to 
discriminate between different sounds in order'to acimlre whqtoVer information 
an instructor communicates orally In the classroo^n. This test measures the 
listener^tf ability to differentiate "like" sounds. If ^ person does not speak 
clearly to his teachers or fellow stiide'hts,, he is -not commnunicating effectively 
.what ho knows because of the yvaV - he talks. The failpre to" si5etek clearly 
'enough to elicit Oy, desired response in the listener co|.ild bd\ so\rce of academic 
and personal fnistratlon, A total of fifty students in foiJff groups took the pre- 



an<^ post- forms of the Speoch Intolllglblllty and List,onlng 



over a two-year period.. For the time being, there is no fur;her oxporimentation 



with testing and groups in session duo to the assignment ;0 
non- Ore's sever Communication Skills coursjps* 



A sample test of Form A and Form B appear on. the next tivo pages < 



Mariann Marls (M.A. English, Miirguetto University, 
of Commuhicotion Skills at the Milwaukee Area Technical (I|birog 
that special credit for this paper arc duo to the cooporatlort 
ling, Courtsollipg CJonler, M-A/r.C.f and Mr. Terrence Ad 
the Speech and Listeir^ing Intoillgibillty Tost lipd pormittcd 
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of Dr. MaA/ln Kotter- 
mn who authored 
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2. Wcum ■ 

<l ; storm 

K air forco 

nlrport 

3 ♦ air* corps 

<U airborne 

I. rjroiip 

1 . troop 

3 . coupe 

4 . fni It 

1. reason 

2. reqlon 

3. log I on 

4. legend 

1. stretch 

■7. threaJt 

3\ lire ad 

4. broad ' 



1 . Ciimpufi 

X. canvas 

3. pamphlet 

4 , panther . 

1. *i;park - 



Piirk 
(lark 
bark 



2 



quicker 
flicker 
3> sllckOr 
'I. Jlqpor 



4 . wonder 
2 'blunder 
. 3. thunder 
4 1 sponspr 



1 . hear 

7, , iitoer ^ 

3. near • 

4. deer 



I , court 
:>. fort 
port 
A, quart 

1, tassel 

2, tat:klc 

3, 'cattle 
< 4, pastel 

^ I. fte/^f 

2. /beast . 

3. / becit 
4; bearti 



1, corn 

2 , t ovn 

3, horn 

4 , born 



qU^Hfl 
hearten 
qardfMi 
bargain 



1. certrlln 

2. pertain 
'3. person 

4. curtain 

1 . raid 

2 . rate 

3 . ' range 
'4. rage 

I* uncle. 

2, buckh^ 

3, 'knuckle 
4* suckle 



1. export 

2. extort 

3 . expert » 

4. escort 

1. fitting 

2 . pretty 

3. city 

4. sUtlnq 

r. drond 

2. dress 

3. .rest 
> 4. red 



I. file 

I, panel 

3. funnel 

4. Jlnal ^ 

1. 5wl 

2. call ^ 

3. hall 

4. al^l 

1. screech 

2. preach 

3. rearli 

4. 5?lreet* 



Milwaukee Area Teohr^daoll College 
Junior College DivlslcPh* f 
^ speech. Department ' (QpY /^y^l^ll 

\ • . • y 

* * SPEECH INTElXiGlBILITY TEST - FORM B 

. ANSWER SHEET ■ 



1 . center ' 

2. tender 
3'. timber 

*4. fender 

1. why 

2. ' wide 

3. wise 

4. wives 

1. i^amp. 

2. map 

3 . mat • 

4. vat - 



ste 
2^. ' pace 

3. paid 

4. paint 




,1. big 
2^ bag 
, 3..; bank 
' 4 , \be^ 



1. I nothing 

2. . shopplag 

3. iTiessage 

4. jumping 

r. fyll 

2: pull 

3 . fold . 

4. cold 

1. left.'^^ 

2. list ; ' 

3^ lisp . ' 
a: Ud 



1. quit; 

2. twl^t 

3. swlf^ 
4\ vfhtp 

1. sharp 

2. shock y 

3. short 

4. shark 

1. occqr 

2. absurd 

3. observe 
4,. c6nserve 

1. compress 

2, contract 
3 • conJrTOt 

4. contrast 



1. unheard 

2. .concurred 

3. converge 

4. conserve 

It grain 

2. grange 
*'.3, range 

'i 4, train ► 

1. . confine 
2/ de-slgn 

3. assign 

4. combine 

« 

1. naval 

2. . Mabel 

' 3. table *^ 
4t able 



SPEAKER NO. 4. 



. .1. dusk • 

2. dust 

3. Just 

4. Judge 

1 4 ugly 

2, hungry 

3. country 

. 4. odnprete 

\ \. boat 

> 2 . boast 

. 3. . bopth 

4.. bdth' 

. . 1. rate 

2. grace 

3. rake 

4. - race 



> / 



1. grope 

2. grove .. 

3. -grow 

4. glow 

U fade 

2. vague 

' 3.. made 

» 4. spade * 

4 

\. wife 

2. twice 

3. quite' 

4. whit6 

U discord* 

2. pasteboard 

3. discharge, 

4. discard 
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Methodology ' , » 

. The Control Grcuipj^ 1 and III, met with^Dr. Marvin Ketterling, .Counselling 
Center Director, In a Communication^ Grouy bne day a week for eight weeks. 
The sesr.ions becjan In the fourth week of th* sem'ester and continued through 
the twelfth week, Grbups^Ijand IV did not meet in a Communications Group. 
Throe hours aiA^gek wjere spent in formal classroom activities/' Group I did 
not take Mathematics as their elective. They wore enrolled in Psychology. 
Group II took Mathematics and appeared to be more eager •to acquire knowledge 
in the first weeks of the spmester,-^ Group III could take either Mathematics • 
or PsyCholocjy. The same was true for Group IV. ' 

The Speech arui Listening Intelligibpity test consists of several pages of 
words lifted in a 'serlos and divided into 24 categories with a list of /our words 
in each categoty. The test Is 10 pages long and each page has different words. 
(The sc\mplcs seen on each of theirfst two pages constitute a single page, each.) 
The students in each class are required to read, from a separate sheet, one of 
the terms In^each grouping of words. Each student reads 24 words to the remaind 
er of the class. Those students who are listening ai^p required to circle the 
word tho.y hear the speaker say. The total nupiber of listeners is multiplied 
hy the total number of correct answers (24) for each group. A speaker would 
be 100% effective If there wer6 no irtcorrect words circled by any of the listen- 
'ers. Each listener writes the name of each speaker at the bottom of each page 
ofithS^rtltolligibilijy tefct. The efffcctive^nefes of each listener is determined by . 
the totctll number of correct answers he circles after listening -to airof the * 
speakers. When all of the members of the d;lass have read jbi llst of 2fl words, 
the tost is completed. . . ' • 

Each speaker approached the front of the room, and faced ihe listeners in 
the groups used for this experiment, Tlie pace at which he rdad the words from 
the list'^he was given, the way ho enunciated atid projected tv^as left to his 
judgment. The words are "easy/' usually sinqlo-sy Ua[>U^ wards «o that stu- 
(\ih\is were npt Ii^mpered by any kindiOf leading |)ioblein. Some speakers were 
Immedlntoly uvaro of lite nocessilv of reading slowly and were able to pace 
theniiieives accordingly. Some allowance must bo made for poor acoustics. 
Background noisos do affec|^hc speakor'i5 ability to bo heard and understood. 

Results 



The results of. the tost^i'an^ staled in sUitlsticul teVms on llu^ next two pages, 
IH^e^^gontrol Groups RojjuUs aio shown first'^ the Experimental Groups Results 
are shown socorkl. - • 



Results 



speech and Listening IntelliglblUty Te^ts : Control GroupS: (l anfl \\\) 



Name (abbreviated) 

■ 


Listening Spor^e 


. Speaking Scores 


Sept» 1971 


Jan. 1972 . • 


Sept. 1971 


Jan. 1972 


N. Whl* ..). 


69% . 


34% 


-■•69% 


44% . 


G» Eri ^\ 


70 


'17. , 


76 


' 44 


M. Nay 


53 


9 


53 , 


15 


J. Zap 


45 


.28 


45 


34 


Vel 


60 


41 


. 60 ■• .. 


' 50 


J» Rho / 


no score 


40 




^0 


D» Jac 


n • 


4D ■ 


HI 




•Jfc^ Sch 


tt 


40 


fin 




•^pXwoo . 


II » 


■ 4 • 






<k 

Name 


<^«nt 1Q79 


Tan- * 
Jan. lif/pj^ 


q«nt IQ79 


Tan 10 7*^ 

Jon* i 3r / 0 


A All' 

A» All • 


no score 


'90%'^ V * • 


56% 


6^% 


R ♦ Tol 


71 


.88 • 


" 65 


77'" 


R. Nyn 


47-' .* 


75 


.67 


^ 

79 


D . Bow 


t\o score 


81 


64 


79 


Tir 


56 


80 


23 


69 


J. B* 


no score 


71 


51 


•85' 


. R . Tow 


no score 


74 


50 * 


•70 • 


G. Bor 




U f 


4ft 




D. Mor 


:45 


S8^ ■ ■ ■ 


66 ■* 


.92 • 


G. Gsc 




68 


53 


72 


D. Scb 


64 


82 


,57 


81 


J. T'ob . 


53 


71 


47 


92 


B. ' Joh 


45 


75 


57 


70 


L. Pow 


49 


'76 


31 . 


71 


R. Grb 


no gcore 




* 37 ' 
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Results • . • 

Speech and Listenihg Intelligibility Tests ; Experimental Groups (II and IV) 



'Name 




Listening Scores • • 


SpeakAg- Scores . 






Sept. 


1971 Jan. 1972 . 


Sept. 1971 


Jaail972 


G.. C^r 


a 


95^ 


89% 


71% 


8^k, 

92 ■ 


L. Gel . 




- 85 


90 . 


■ 84 


D. BDl . 


1 


72 


■ 81 


80 


88 


P. • Bal 




88 . 


88 ' 


70 


92 


T. Zol 




81 


\ 90 


83 ^ 


■^"86. 


F.^ "GU 




85 ■ 


• 87 


77 


« 83 


j / Bro . 




.78 


. 88 


81,. .1 


84 


P. Hor 




86 


07 


83 A 


no score 


E. Grk 




83 


90 


• 82 Jf 


92 . 


L. Gle 




75 


\ 87/ ■ 


no scpre ■ 


no score 




1 


'/■. 









I' 



ERIC 



I . 



t 

08 







Listen inu Scoro\4 ^ 


Soeakina Scores 








SeM. 197?, 


jW. 1973 * 


Sept. 1972 ' 


* Jaru 19 73 




J • Ani ^ 








84% 


8 7% 




G. Mon 




75 




71 


90 




G , Da y 




no score 


77 


47 


86" 




D» Goo 






75 


56 


88 








no score 


87 


'PP score 


93 








53 




62 " 


81 . 




B', '*'Tho 


* 


bO 


8 7 


5U 


93 








74 


92 c 




94 ' |. 
90. 




T" n\ ^ 

J. Dar . 
D: GirT 




68 . 


94 


57 








88 9 


57 


90* 




MOW 




DO 


\ 83 


^47 . 


78 




A. ir 




no score 


* 87 


\37 


79 




D. Wah 
' L. \Cat 


• 


67 


IE^9 


49' ' 


89 






• 66 . ^ 


. 90 , ' 


.68 


80 • 




J. Cen 




43 


,84 ' 


63 


&9 




,K. Kun 




.35 


85 • • 


, no score 


69 



Dis cuss ion * ^ . • ^ 

^ The rosults ot the pre- and post- tests are interesting, particularly from ^ 
the first groups, I and II. Generally speaking, speech in^elUgibllity and 
listeriing intelligibility improves ove^thc* course of*a semester in college. 
Group 41, the control group, did not improve; in faet, -thHlr speech intelligi- 
bility scores in January were lower than the results from form B of the test 
which was given in^September. The speech intelligibility of the experimental 
groups Group,^I, improved in all cases with the exception of^^ne person. The 
f experinvental^cjroup was meeting with^Dr. Marvin Ketterlinortn an informal ' 
cl^ss settin^xwhere there was an opportunity for themrto become acquainted' 
,^ witb one dnother. When they participated,in the post-testing situation, they* 
,^vvere fcogniz^nt of the way their fellow classmates "heaVd" them*. They paced 
''themselves. One of the students was a victim of* cerebral palsy^ so It took 
hlmia longer time to encircle the word the speaker was readl-ng. ' The reader 
always waited for him to move td tfie next set of words, In^general , they spoke 
clearly and with cofl/idence. They gaemed to ha^ve a rapport with one another 
that was not evident in the control group. The control group se^rhed^n a hurry 
to complete. the test and leave. They hurried through the list and many listen- 
ers did not botherao>clrcle words at all. . 

Because tho contrast between- scores of students enrolled in Communication 
Groups for one of 1«6 three •'^ours allotted for class time and those who were not 
In such groups wQilpto mafked, the experiment was repeated In the 1972-73 
school year. . The'dcJntrast there wa3 not as great. There may be several reasons, 
the control group hucl the highest academic successes among those students 
• assigned to Crossover. They did not take Mathematics unless they wapted to. 
Most of them wero highly Motivated. The experimental group had a lower aca- 
demic high school average and their ACT scores were lower than the scores of 
the control group. Tho tlass me\ from 8:50 - 9:40 A.M. three .days a week 
and many students In the oxperlmeiital group found the h<?urs somewhat undesir- 
able. As can be seen frorYv tho second sot Of results, howeveV, Group Ill's 
Improvement is generally indicative of a greater increase in percentage between 
Form B. and Form A of tho (est* 
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,:• The sharp contrastln scores between GrouT3s-I and* II and thp generally 
higher scores botwe(^n Groups III and IV indicate iho effectlvonc^ss of .meeting 
info*rmally .tVvhere many of 'the regular classroom' preJiSiN-es dre not operative* ^ 
Th§ students who had participatqd In the Communications Groups with Dr, 
Kotterlirtg were more' sensitive about the way they spoke to their fellow class-*-, 
mates and , in turn, their c.oiloagues. wore careful about the w<2;^ the listened 
and responded to, the speaker: Th(\y appeared more eager to perform "to the 
best -of their ability on the test and made an effort tp please; The control 
groups were not as anxious to please when they were tested. They huoried 
their speaking at rimes-^a^nd failed' on ocoasion to establish'aye contact with ^ 
their audience. Many times they muniblod. The students encircling the ^v\jords 
often g^ive up before a speaker finished, - Since their willingness to participate 
fully W c T S at a tow^porny^^^ for Group II, the test results were lower. 

^ •» 
.;. It interesting that the coiltrol group II Was enrolled in a prog^mmed 
course in mathematics, The^ vvere meeting daily frustration. Of the nine stu- 
dents in Control Group 11 only iwo passed the course. They expressed dis- 
illusionment and (ilissatisfactionVith.the course although many of them felt 
that they worked harller at the course than at any other Course they h^d ever 
taken, .a^nd atilPthey failed. Perhaps the failtire in Mathematics affected 
their performance in Communication Skill's I and that frustration was- measured 
in the differences between pre- and post- scores .on the Speech and ListeYiiifc 

Intelligibility Tost, ' ' , ' " ' 

I . ■ ■: ■ ' ' y 

The differences between test scores are not aS great bet^treen Groups II and 
IIL For each group changes in the Crossover program at the beginning oLthe 
1972-73 school year* prevented students from encountering too many difficulties 
in their academic programs^ Student tutors, for example, were provided to 
Crossover.students, only. The Mathematics course was limited in its require^ 
ments. The result was a more satisfied, optimistJjc group of, students in both 
the control and experimental groups ► . . ' 

Conclusion , * 



The intent of this paper is to use statistics in a manner which illustrates 
rather than proves a relationship between improvement in speaking and listen*- 
ing intelligibility .and the deliberate structuring of a semi- formal atmosphere 
in. Communications classes. The suggestion can be made that students loam 
more a)DOut listenlrrg and speaking clearly whe-n they spend some of their time 
getting' to know one another in a semi-formal Communications Group sjetting. 
On the Junior college level it is possible for a student to finish a course in 
Communication Skills I v^ithout ever sneaking in a public setting to the mem- 
bers of his class; yet* the interaction between members of the same classes 
improved 'those skillsi'most essential for effective learning —^^speakirig and. 
listening* • * \ 

FOOTNOTES ' ♦ ; - 

1. It must be noted that 4ow hjigh school qrade point averages are also usdd 
a3 a determinant for admission to the Crossover programu;^long with adviqe 
from high school guidance counselors, , . 

• - " 

2. Personal observation of the Instructor;- 



